being: The Mediating Effect of Organisational Justice.
Introduction
Over the last twenty years, a burgeoning body of literature has emerged on the ways in which human resource (HR) practices impact positively on organisational performance, or a firm's 'bottom line' (Huselid, 1995) . It is often assumed, somewhat questionably, that bundles of HR practices will be automatically performance-enhancing for both organisations and employees (Boxall and Macky, 2014) . According to Guest (2011) , the rush to demonstrate that HRM improves performance has been at the cost of conceptual understanding and theoretical explanation. The primary criticism leveled at high-performance work systems (HPWS) concerns its lack of theoretical development and the need for a better articulation of the 'black box' phenomenon -in other words, how and why a particular set of HR practices may improve (or not) work outcomes and how it connects with related perceptions of employee fairness and justice (Boxall, 2013; Cullinane et al., 2014) .
While it is known that improved organisational performance is linked to employees' positive attitudes and behaviours, research that integrates employee data is surprisingly limited (Boselie et al., 2005) . One review notes that few studies have properly tested the association between HRM and employee outcomes (Boon et al., 2011) . Guest (2011) argues that whilst researchers acknowledge that a focus on multiple stakeholders, including employees, is necessary to advance understanding, more research is needed to examine HR practices and underlying work processes. An employee perspective is particularly important given that HR practices are not necessarily implemented as intended (Nishii et al., 2008) .
This article contributes to existing debates and knowledge in a number of ways. First, by researching the neglected role of employees as the primary recipients of HPWS practices, we contribute to debates by exploring employee well-being from two perspectives -signalling theory and the Ability-Motivation-Opportunity (AMO) framework -to examine how HR practices affect employee well-being. Second, our study contributes to understanding how and why HR practices may impact employee outcomes by integrating organisational justice as a potential mediator to explain the 'black box'. Using cross-level analysis, we integrate the macro and micro-levels within HRM to better understand the complex, multilevel pathways through which HRM can influence employee outcomes. Specifically, we illustrate how perceptions of fairness regarding HR practice implementation influence how employees react to intended HR practices.
In the following sections, we first review relevant literature and studies and present our formal hypotheses. We then present a description of our sample and research method and, finally, we report our findings and consider the implications and limitations of our study.
The research framework

HPWS and employee outcomes
There is no universally agreed definition of the term HPWS due to broad differences regarding the theoretical, empirical and practical approaches adopted (Boxall and Macky, 2009, 2014) .
Despite this however, HPWS can broadly be understood as including a range of innovative HR practices and work design processes which, when used in certain combinations or bundles, are mutually reinforcing and produce synergistic benefits. These practices tend to gravitate around five core areas: (1) sophisticated selection and training; (2) behaviour-based appraisal; (3) contingent pay; (4) job security; and (5) employee involvement (Cook, 2001) . In conceptualising HPWS, we draw on the process view of HR practices proposed by Ostroff and Bowen (2000) . This suggests that HR systems comprise a number of different levels, including HR policies, practices and processes, which can be linked to outcomes at both employee and organisational levels (Boxall et al., 2011; Monks et al., 2013; Cafferkey and Dundon, 2015) .
Research on the links between HR practices and firm-level performance is often managerially biased, with insufficient attention devoted to those at the 'receiving end' of HR policy (Boxall and Macky, 2014) . A further 'problem' is its unitarist assumptions, which presuppose that positive outcomes for organisations will be equally applicable to workers (Thompson, 2011) . Importantly, employees represent more than abstract 'objects' against which researchers prod and measure certain responses to a given set of assumptions. They are active agents and 'subjects' who can and do shape the world around them (Grant and Shields, 2002; Dundon and Ryan, 2010) . It is, therefore, necessary to explore beyond firm-level reported data to tease out the role of employees in shaping HRM. Evidence suggests, for example, that higher firm performance may be due to work intensification (Ramsay et al., 2000) rather than greater discretion or higher job satisfaction (Wood and de Menezes, 2011) . Research on the potential effect of HPWS on employee well-being has been rare (Harley et a.,l 2007; Boxall and Macky, 2014) . We conceptualise employee well-being from two of Van De Voorde et al.'s (2012) dimensions, namely happiness and health-related well-being. Happiness at work encompasses both job satisfaction and commitment to the organisation. Health-related wellbeing dimensions relate to stressors, namely work pressure.
We draw on a number of frameworks to examine how and why HR practices may influence work outcomes. One such framework is signalling theory, which proposes that HR practices send signals to employees about expected workforce behaviours and managerial intentions (Den Hartog et al., 2013) . Kooij et al. (2010 Kooij et al. ( : 1113 , for example, suggest that employees view HR practices as 'a personalized commitment to them … and as recognition of their contribution'. A second framework, AMO, proposes that HR practices are complex and that performance is a function of employee Ability, Motivation and Opportunity (Purcell et al. 2009 ). For example, work practices such as employee voice, teamwork and job autonomy can help employees to identify and exploit opportunities (Ehrnrooth and Björkman, 2012) .
Similarly, opportunities for skill development and employee participation have been shown to impact job satisfaction (Boxall and Macky, 2009 ). Wood and de Menezes (2011) report that consultative elements contribute to job satisfaction and well-being by enhancing the individuals' sense of value, worth, and security. On the basis of the above, we argue that HR practices have a signalling effect on employees which may impact on their well-being. Thus, we hypothesise: Hypothesis 1: Firm-level HPWS practices will be positively associated with individuallevel employee job satisfaction (H1a) and affective commitment (H1b).
The positive outcomes of HRM for employees may not, however, be mutually beneficial and, as Godard (2010) notes, they are at best uncertain. Ramsay et al. (2000) also counter the optimistic rhetoric of research by suggesting that performance gains are through increased control and work intensification rather than increased job satisfaction per se. A conflicting outcomes approach posits that a win-lose relationship can occur where the application of HPWS can lead to negative employee outcomes: longer working hours, stress, increased job demands (Cafferkey and Dundon, 2015) . Danford et al. (2008:163) found support for the work intensification thesis and suggest that HPWS was 'driving labour harder through a combination of compulsory and discretionary means'. Arguably, a focus on motivation and performanceenhancing work design may translate into greater work intensification with attendant negative implications for worker well-being (Boxall and Macky, 2014) . Taking account of the potentially 'dark side' of HPWS design, we hypothesise the following: Hypothesis 1c: Firm-level HPWS practices will be positively associated with individuallevel employee work pressure.
The mediating effect of organisational justice
While evidence suggests that employee outcomes are influenced by the adoption of HR practices, these relationships are not necessarily direct or unconditional (Paré and Tremblay, 2007) . There is little understanding of 'why' employee perceptions of HR practices are linked to employee outcomes (Farndale et al., 2011) . It is suggested that the role of organisational justice represents a potentially important link that has been largely neglected in extant research (Fuchs and Edwards, 2012) . Organisational justice refers to 'the extent to which people perceive organizational events as being fair' (Colquitt and Greenberg, 2003:166) . Greenberg (1990:399) argues that perceptions of organisational justice are 'a basic requirement for the effective functioning of organizations and the personal satisfaction of the individuals they employ' which, in turn, shape employee attitudes. While previous studies have examined the relationship between justice and individual HR practices such as pay (McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992) or performance appraisals (Cheng, 2014) , few have examined the fairness of the HR 'system' as a whole (Farndale et al., 2011) . Because research has found relationships between HPWS and organisational justice (Wu and Chaturvedi, 2009 ), the effects on employee outcomes may be mediated through perceptions of organisational justice. Importantly, justice perceptions of HPWS may highlight differences in relation to policy 'intention' (organisational-level) versus 'actual' (employee-level) practice implementation (Purcell et al., 2009) .
Justice researchers typically distinguish between three types of justice: the perceived fairness of outcomes (distributive justice); the fairness of the processes whereby outcomes are allocated (procedural justice); and the interpersonal treatment received during the implementation of the procedure together with the perceived adequacy and timeliness of information given (interactional justice) .
Employees make distributive justice judgments when receiving rewards (often financial) in exchange for the work they have done, which in turn influence their attitudes towards the organisation (Ambrose and Arnaud, 2005) . When managers are seen to satisfy employees' need for organisational justice, this is reciprocated where employees respond positively to the organisation via positive attitudes (Frenkel et al., 2012) . HPWS integrates many practices, which are performance-based and which seek to link the exchange-effort relationship to positive employee outcomes. From an economic exchange perspective, when employees perceive the exchange is fair, they will be more satisfied and committed to the organisation (Ambrose and Schminke, 2003) . Research has shown that perceptions of equity relate to some key HPWS outcomes including pay satisfaction and commitment (Tekleab et al., 2005) and increased workload (Brockner et al., 1994) . In contrast, perceived inequity can result in disengagement and increased turnover (Kenny and McIntyre, 2005) . Therefore:
Hypothesis 2: Distributive justice will mediate the relationship between firm-level HPWS practices and job satisfaction (H2a), affective commitment (H2b) and work pressure (H2c)
Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of decision-making procedures (Thibaut and Walker, 1975) . It signifies a transparent decision-making process that incorporates employee voice via employees' suggestions and opinions (Wu and Chaturvedi, 2009 ). Employees evaluate the fairness of procedures by their level of consistency, bias suppression, accuracy, correctability, ethicality, and the degree to which they allow voice and input (Leventhal, 1980) . HPWS are designed to increase employee influence through greater participation in decisionmaking, teamwork, and information-sharing. As a result, their procedural justice perceptions are enhanced, leading to more positive work attitudes. Control theories of procedural justice suggest that procedures that allow input by those affected by a decision are often seen as a more just and equitable outcome by those affected (Thibaut and Walker, 1975) . Furthermore, the group-value model suggests that procedural justice is an important element in influencing employees' work attitudes because procedural justice signifies they have a positive, respected position within the group (Blader and Tyler, 2003) . Colvin (2006) found that HRM was positively related to perceptions of procedural justice. HPWS environments in particular are said to involve greater autonomy, involvement and increased participation, which result in employees reciprocating with higher job satisfaction and affective commitment as they promote positive perceptions of procedural fairness (Masterson et al., 2000) . Procedural justice has also been shown to be positively associated with a number of attitudes and behaviours, such as job satisfaction, employee commitment, work effort and work pressure as well as a more positive organisational climate (McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Cafferkey and Dundon, 2015) . Findings from cross-sectional and longitudinal studies also suggest that procedural justice plays a role in work pressure and psychosocial stress at work (Judge and Colquitt, 2004) as it provides employees a sense of control over uncertain circumstances (Greenberg, 2004) . Consistent with this argument, we hypothesise:
Hypothesis 3: Procedural justice will mediate the relationship between firm-level HPWS practices and job satisfaction (H3a), affective commitment (H3b) and work pressure (H3c).
The final element of organisational justice concerns the quality of the interpersonal treatment that employees experience from decision-makers. It has been acknowledged that line managers can impact how HR practices are implemented (Purcell and Hutchinson, 2007; Townsend and Loudoun, 2015) . It has also been shown that different line management roles and types can affect employee perceptions of HR fairness and justice (Kilroy and Dundon, 2015) . Interactional justice is defined as the interpersonal treatment received at the hands of decision-makers with a focus on social sensitivity and informational justification. For example, it can include clarifying what formula was used in making differential decisions about individual pay increases (Wu and Chuturvedi, 2009 ). The antecedents of interactional justice perceptions are strongly embedded in HPWS contexts: performance appraisals (Erdogan et al., 2001 ) and grievance handling (Nabatchi et al., 2007) , among others. Communication during the implementation of HPWS can signal that management is sensitive to employees' desires (interpersonal justice), whilst also providing an opportunity to explicitly convey the reasons behind organisational decisions (Kernan and Hanges, 2002) . For example, interactional justice has been shown to influence employee outcomes such as job satisfaction (Masterson et al., 2000) , employee commitment and motivation (Cropanzano et al., 2007) and stress (Bies, 2001 ).
Unfair interpersonal treatment such as inadequate leadership or unfair treatment from a supervisor are said to create the same sense of uncertainty and lack of control as procedural injustice (Judge and Colquitt, 2004) . Consistent with previous hypotheses, it is hypothesised that:
Hypothesis 4: Interactional justice will mediate the relationship between firm-level HPWS practices and job satisfaction (H4a), affective commitment (H4b), work pressure (H4c).
Figure 1 depicts our cross-level conceptual framework.
Methodology
A survey was administered across three organisations in the service sector to collect data at two levels: information regarding HR policy (intended HRM) from HR managers and a survey of employee HR justice perceptions and attitudes. Each firm was selected to reflect variation in terms of corporate performance, firm size, unionisation and non-unionism, variable HPWS practices used, and occupational mix. The three case organisations were drawn from the top 2000 performing companies in Ireland, as reported by the Irish Times business database.
FoodCo is one of Ireland's largest catering suppliers with 4000 employees across multiple sites.
InsureCo is a mutual insurance company that employs 85 in their Irish office. ProfCo is an international professional service consultancy firm, which employs 1700 in Ireland across seven sites. The sample was randomly selected from different work units and job levels in each case. In total, 795 questionnaires were distributed and 209 returned. However, 24 responses were eliminated due to excessive missing data and therefore, the final sample size for testing was 187
1 . Table 1 provides a breakdown of response rates by organisation. Over half of the respondents were female (59.9 percent); 64 percent had a higher level of education beyond secondary school; and 40 percent were aged between 26 and 35 years. Mean tenure for the sample was 5.24 years with the maximum length of employment being 34 years. The majority of respondents were full-time employees.
Measures
Unless otherwise noted, each measure required a response on a 5-point Likert response scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
High-performance work system: The HPWS measure was derived from HR manager responses regarding the organisation's use of HR practices. The HR practices were validated measures drawn from previous research (Huselid and Rau, 1997; Guthrie, 2001) . A total of 28 practices were included such as: employee resourcing, training and development, performance
management and remuneration, employee involvement and communications (see Appendix 1).
Because practices tend to vary across employee groups, questions were asked separately for two employee categories: 'Group A' consisted of production, maintenance, service and clerical employees; and 'Group B' included executives, managers, supervisors and professional/technical employees. We followed procedures similar to those outlined in Guthrie 1 In FoodCo hard paper copies of the survey were administered as employees lacked email access. An online version of the employee survey was emailed to a sample of employees from Insureco and Profco (2001) to calculate the HPWS index. Using the number of employees in each employee group, a weighted average for each HR practice was computed. As noted by Guthrie (2001: 183) , this means that 'organizations may range from those making no use of high-involvement practices to those using all of the practices for all of the employees'. The three organisations varied in the extent to which they invested in HPWS. Procedural justice was measured using nine items adapted from Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) and Tyler and Lind (1992) . This scale used both direct and indirect justice measures. An Job satisfaction was measured by a three-item scale adopted from the Index of Organization Reactions (Dunham and Smith, 1979) . This scale included items such as 'All in all, I am satisfied with my job'. Cronbach's alpha for this three-item scale was .93.
Organisational affective commitment was assessed with a five-item scale by Meyer and Allen (1997) . Examples of items asked include: 'I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organisation'. This yielded a coefficient alpha of .89.
Work pressure was measured using a six-item scale adapted from Burchell (2002) Control variables: These included gender, age, education, organisational tenure, and type of employment contract as previous research has shown they affect employee job attitudes (Boselie et al., 2005) .
Analysis
The model to be tested is multilevel in nature, since we are investigating the effect of an organisational-level construct (HPWS) on three individual-level outcome variables via three individual-level mechanisms (distributive, procedural and interactional justice). This type of mediation is referred to as cross-level mediation. The data was analysed in several phases. First, differences between firm-level HPWS for the dependent variables were examined, using OneWay ANOVA in order to distinguish between the employees within the three organisations.
Firm-level HPWS did have a significant effect on job satisfaction (F(2, 177) = 4.09, p < .05) and work pressure (F(2, 182) = 2.45, p < .05). No significant differences were found for affective commitment across the three organisations.
Cross-level effect analysis was then used to help overcome the problem of small sample size at the higher level. A cross-level direct effect model suggests that a predictor variable at one level of analysis influences an outcome variable at a different level of analysis. Following Mossholder and Bedeian (1983) , regression analysis procedures were then used to examine group effects. To begin with, the group-level variable in this study is represented by the organisation-level mean for HPWS for the three organisations. A higher order construct for HPWS is consistent with the work of Takeuchi et al. (2009) in that it examines intended HRM policy through measuring HRM at the firm-level. These mean scores were assigned to each individual respondent. For example, all employees in FoodCo were assigned an organisational mean for HPWS of 29.75 (as reported earlier). Fixed effect methodologies were then deployed to explore relationships between variables that can characterise a complex system. Fixed effects were examined by creating dummy variables. As there are three HPWS index scores for each of the three companies (high, medium and low), two dummy variables were created using rank order capturing highest versus lowest. A score was assigned to allow for fixed effects. To establish mediation, cross-level analysis steps were used as outlined above in conjunction with recommended steps to test for mediation by Baron and Kenny (1986) . Further,
Matthieu and Taylor (2007) refer to cross-level mediation, lower-level mediator, where X is an
upper-level variable that exerts an influence on a lower-level criterion as transmitted through a lower-level mediator (i.e., X → m →y). While the Baron and Kenny (1986) steps for mediation are well-established, the procedure has been questioned (Hayes, 2009) . To further test for mediation, we used a Sobel test together with nonparametric bootstrapping analyses based on 5000 samples (Preacher et al., 2007) .
Findings
Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for the variables are presented in Table 2 . Tests showed there were no multicollinearity problems in any of the regression analyses. A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using AMOS 18.0 for two dependent variables due to the high correlation between them (i.e. job satisfaction and affective commitment 14, SRMR = .04). The two-factor model has better fit compared to the one-factor model (χ2 = 66.09, df = 1, p < .001). Therefore, we treat job satisfaction and affective commitment as two distinct variables in the analysis.
-------------------------------------------PUT TABLE 2 HERE -------------------------------------------
Hypothesis 1 stated that firm-level HPWS is positively related to job satisfaction (H1a) and affective commitment (H1b) and negatively related to work pressure (H1c). Results in Table 3 indicate that high investment in HPWS at policy level was found to have a significant negative impact on job satisfaction (ß = -.292, t = -2.809, p < .01) and affective commitment (ß = -.217, t = -2.075, p < .05) (Step 1 -column 1 and 5). Therefore, hypotheses 1a, and 1b were not supported. Regression results indicate that high HPWS was a strong predictor of increased work pressure (ß = .229, t = 2.133, p < .05), thus supporting Hypothesis 1c.
To test the cross-level mediation effects of organisational justice, the predictor variable (firm-level HPWS) was recoded as a dummy variable (1 = high-HPWS; 0 = low and medium-HPWS). Hypothesis 2 theorised that distributive justice would positively mediate the effects of firm-level HPWS on the three dependent variables. The results for the mediation analyses are reported in Table 3 . HPWS is significantly related to job satisfaction, affective commitment and work pressure, thus satisfying the first condition for mediation.
Step 2 indicate that HPWS is significantly related to relational-distributive justice (β = -.233, p < .01) 2 .
Step 3 reveals that relational-distributive justice is significantly related to the dependent variables, thus meeting the next two requirements of mediation. Finally, when both HPWS and relational-distributive justice are entered into the model simultaneously (step 4), HPWS drops from significance for both job satisfaction (β = -.098, p = ns) and affective commitment (β = -.074, p = ns), suggesting full mediation. When the mediator and HPWS were entered into the regression for work pressure, the effect of relational-distributive justice reduced to zero for the mediator, whilst the dependent variable remained significant, suggesting no mediation effect. Sobel tests supported the findings for job satisfaction (z = 2.46, p < .05) and affective commitment (z = 2.53, p < .05).
-------------------------------------------PUT TABLE 3 HERE -------------------------------------------
Hypothesis 3 theorised that procedural justice would positively mediate the effects of firm-level HPWS on the dependent variables. Table 4 (step 2) indicates that HPWS is a significant predictor of the mediating variable relational-procedural justice (β = -.264, p < .01).
In step 3, the mediator is significantly related to the three dependent variables -job satisfaction (β = .524, p < .001), affective commitment (β = .515, p < .001) and work pressure (β = -.236, p < .01). When both HPWS and the mediator are put into the model (step 4), relational-procedural justice was found to be a full mediator between HPWS and both job satisfaction and affective commitment, as the effect of HPWS when controlling for relational-procedural justice reduced to zero. The Sobel test was significant for both job satisfaction (z = 2.93, p < .01) and affective commitment (z = 2.93, p < .01). When HPWS and the relational-procedural justice are entered in the model (step 4), the association between HPWS and work pressure declined, although both remained significant, indicating partial mediation. The Sobel test supported the findings (z= 2.34, p< .05).
-------------------------------------------PUT TABLE 4 HERE -------------------------------------------
Hypothesis 4 stated interactional justice would mediate the relationship between HPWS and the dependent variables. Results in Table 5 show that the first three conditions for mediation are met.
Step 4 indicated that when HPWS and interactional justice are included in the analysis, the previously significant relationship between HPWS and job satisfaction was no longer significant. In support of hypothesis 4b, when interactional justice was added to the model, it was found to be significantly related to affective commitment (β = .547, p < 0.001) and the direct effect of HPWS became insignificant (β = -0.21, ns), suggesting full mediation. Sobel test results showed that both mediations were significant (job satisfaction: z = 2.93, p < .01; affective commitment: z = 2.93, p < .01). Finally, the direct effect of HPWS on work pressure reduced but was still significant when interactional justice was entered into the equation, suggesting partial mediation. The Sobel test was significant (z = 2.16, p < .05). Our 5000 samples bootstrapping analysis indicated that the indirect effect of HPWS on the dependent variables via organisational justice was significant (except for relational-distributive justice mediating HPWS and work pressure). Ninety-five percent lower and upper bootstrap confidence intervals (CI) are reported in Tables 3, 4 and 5.
-
Discussion
The research advances knowledge on the relationship between HPWS and employee well-being and, in particular, the mediating effect of organisational justice. The results show that HPWS can yield negative consequences for employee well-being in terms of work-intensification experiences. The findings suggest important cross-level mechanism effects between firm-level HR policies, employee-level perceptions of justice and employee outcomes. These are important determinants in explaining the links between intended policy and outcome reality, which has been neglected in much previous research. Three theoretical implications arise from this evidence that warrant further discussion.
First, employees who experience a high incidence of HPWS were found to have lower job satisfaction and affective commitment, coupled with stronger perceptions of work pressure.
In short, HPWS is not necessarily positive for the employees who have to labour under such work designs. The reported relationships between HPWS and employee outcomes reinforce the arguments made by Guest (2011) that the causal effects of HRM remain contested. These findings are broadly in line with research that argues that a greater diffusion of HRM systems can lead to negative employee experiences, including lower perceptions of job-security and increased job strain (Green, 2004) . Theoretically, it would appear necessary that employee perceptions of well-being are placed at the centre of any analysis about HPWS impacts and potential outcomes. The findings show it is workers who 'experience' these enacted polices in actual practice and it is their perceptions of fairness that have been shown to make a difference.
It is in this way that knowledge can then seek to unpick and shed light into the 'black box' debate. A related issue for practice may be that HPWS policies may increase system complexity. In other words, too many high-performance management initiatives can lead to overload for employees. As Macky and Boxall (2007:558) have previously pointed out, outcomes for employees 'become less optimal as complexity increases: when, for example, performance appraisal is added to teamwork in a flattened hierarchy, along with increased participation in decision making, enhanced information flows, and so on'.
A second implication relates to the theoretical framework of organisational justice in assessing employee positive attitudes, particularly well-being. This suggests that the effects of HPWS on employee outcomes are neither direct nor unconditional, and in reality may be 'mediated' in various ways and in multiple directions. Evidence showed that employees differentiate between pay and other HR practices in terms of distributive and procedural fairness. This distinction is important when examining the mediating effect of justice on employee well-being, as it was relational aspects (e.g. longer-term investments in employees through employee involvement, promotion and training) which had the strongest mediating effect. Neither distributive nor procedural justice perceptions of pay (transactional) were found to mediate the relationship between HPWS and the dependent variables. In contrast, relationaldistributive justice and procedural justice were full mediators for HPWS, job satisfaction and affective commitment. These also partially mediated the work pressure relationship. Further, findings for interactional justice reinforced the important role played by the line manager with respect to policy implementation, as it fully mediated the relationship between HPWS and both job satisfaction and affective commitment, and was a partial mediator for work pressure. This suggests that social exchange is a key mechanism mediating potential outcomes around well-being, in particular, interactional fairness (Farndale and Kelliher, 2013) . The line manager's role in enacting HRM practices introduces the possibility of differences between what was intended and what was enacted (Nishii et al., 2008) . It can be argued, therefore, that line manager roles during HPWS design and implementation are key factors in better understanding how these relationships are mediated.
Moreover, organisational justice is an important theoretical lens neglected in much HRM research. Related to the earlier call for the need to place the employee at the centre of analysis, the explanatory utility of organisational justice can be seen as an important mediator.
From this it can be argued that when employees perceive that HPWS are procedurally and distributively fair, and when their line manager treats them with dignity and respect, then job satisfaction and affective commitment may increase and perceptions of work pressure may decrease. This can be linked to signalling theory, in that employees' attitudes can be influenced by the actions of those around them in the workplace, by showing that the organisation or the line manager cares about employee well-being. A corollary of this is that employers need to realise employees are not passive recipients of a system designed to automatically evoke performance-enhancing behaviours at will. Employees engage in job tasks through iterative, complex and integrated social workplace relationships which can be shaped by justice perceptions of outcome reality. The implication is not too far removed from other related research findings. For example, perceptions of the rightfulness of procedures in an organisation have been found to have effects on decreased levels of stress (Ambrose and Schminke, 2003) .
The third implication concerns the use of cross-level data methodologies. The findings from this research provide support for the work of Bowen and Ostroff (2004) and Takeuchi et al. (2009) As with all research, there are some limitations. All measures in our study were collected at one point in time thus limiting causality. Justice ratings and the dependent variables were also supplied by a single source, which may suggest common-method bias. We therefore employed several procedural and statistical strategies to mitigate against possible common method bias (as per Podsakoff et al. 2003) . In terms of procedural remedies, we ensured survey respondent anonymity; we separated the predictors and criteria on the survey; pilot tested the survey prior to distribution; ensured scale item quality (e.g., items had familiar terms and were succinct); and we conducted the Harman one-factor test. The research design sourced data from HR managers. Gerhart et al. (2000) questioned the reliability of single respondent measures of HR due to a problem with measurement error. Nonetheless, HR managers are often in an informed position to generate context-specific information. Further, the research did incorporate employees themselves to build theory and help counter possible managerial bias.
It is also possible that the relatively small size of the aggregate data set, and the lower response rate from ProfCo (11.5%), are further limitations. As with all quantitative analysis, it is always possible that other variables omitted might explain variance in the results (e.g. firm size or leadership quality). Strategies to minimise these methodological challenges included sample variability; for example, different cases offered coverage of firm size, occupational diversity, unionisation and non-unionism, and market sector variation. Finally, the cross-level tests and explorations utilising employee data offers fruitful lines of analysis and potential mediating explanations that researcher may find useful in the future in reducing methodological limitations.
Conclusion
This article adds to knowledge and debates about how and why organisational justice mediates the HPWS-employee outcomes relationship. In part, the findings support a 'management by stress' set of HPWS mediating relationships, from which the result may diminish employee well-being, satisfaction and lower commitment. The findings further
showed that an organisational justice framework can advance knowledge in explaining why organisational-level HR practices can affect employee attitudes, particularly well-being. It does so by bringing the employee back into the heart of the HPWS debate using a social justice lens. Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1
Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1
Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 .032* * = p< .05 ** = p< .01 * ** = p < .001 (standardised coefficients reported) Gender (1=male; 0= female); Education (1= primary degree 0= no degree); (1= permanent; 0= non-permanent); Age1(1= 25-45 years; 0= < 20 years and greater than 45); Age2 (1 = > 45 years; 0 = less than 25 years). Significance testing of R² is compared to the control model. CI = Confidence interval (lower and upperbound reported). The mediator DJ(Trans) was not included due to not meeting Baron and Kenny's (1986) Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1
Controls
Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1
Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 .339** * = p< .05 ** = p< .01 * ** = p < .001 (standardised coefficients reported) Gender (1=male; 0 = female); Education (1 = primary degree 0 = no degree); (1 = permanent; 0= non-permanent; Age1(1= 25-45 years; 0= < 20 years and greater than 45); Age2 (1= > 45 years; 0= less than 25 years). Significance testing of R² is compared to the control model. CI = Confidence interval (lower and upperbound reported)
